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obtained merely the rights which the hirer had (y), but
in view of the fact that the hirer was in arrear with his
instalments, then the pledgee obtained something which
the owner could put an end to at any moment under
clause 6, and the owners appear to have done their best
to do so by demanding the return of the car as soon as
they discovered that the pledgee had it in his possession,
'although it is true that they did not formally terminate
the agreement. One might argue that if the hirer by his
wrongful pledge did pass any interest to the pledgee, that
interest was determined at and by the demand made by
the owners on the pledgee (z).
It should be borne in mind when considering the effect
of Belsize v. Cox, that it was expressly decided on the
effect of the clauses present in the hire-purchase agree-
ment there in question, which are by no means normal or
in the form common to-day. In particular, there does
not appear in the agreement (and the same applies to
the agreement in Whiteley v. Hilt) a clause empowering the
owners under certain circumstances to put an end to
the agreement altogether for all purposes, such as appears
in the agreement in Smart v. Holt (a). It is submitted that
after such termination any rights of property or interests
in the goods, agreement or option would be at an end both
for the hirer and for his assignee, and the parties to the
agreement would be remitted to their Common Law rights.
It is to be noted further that in neither of these two
agreements is there a clause expressly forbidding assign-
ment of the option to purchase or any interests in the
hire-purchase agreement,
(y) See Briefly v. Kendall (1852), 17 Q.B. 937 ; 7 Digest 133, 756 ;
Chinerv v. Viall (I860), 5 H. & N. 288 ; 39 Digest 680, 2672 ; Johnson
v. Stew (1863), 15 C.B.N.S. 330 ; 43 Digest 510, 490, for decisions on
the rights of pledgees to sell or re-pledge.
(z) See Jelks v. Hayward, [1905] 2 K.B. 460 ; 3 Digest 96, 259.
(a) [1929] 2 K.B. 303 ; Digest Supp,

